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' TallgraSs Prairie National Preserve

Legislative History, 1920-1996

Introduction: Contrasﬁng Images of the I’rairie.Landscape

During the ninetgenth century, the midcontinental plains were alternately disparaged as an
inhospitable desert and rhapéodized as a verdant garden, depending on the mindset of the viewer, the
ﬁmge point, and the motive for recording an observation. Ever since explorers Zebulon Pike and
Stephen Long created the image of the Great American Desert that emblazoned early maps of the West,
writers and artists have been recording.cohtradictory huﬁxan responses to the prairied landscapes-of
America.! |

After traveling from the Atlantic seaboard to thé Wabash River through “a thousand mlles of
gloomy forest,” George Flower found the “beautiful and light éxpanse?’ of the eastern Illinois prairie
““most enchanting.” To Washington Irving, whose' native habitat was the eastern forest, there was
‘;something inexpressibly lonély in the solitude of the prairie.” Charles Dickens found nothing in the _
American prairie landscape remotely pleaging or év‘c;an interesting: “...its very flatness and extent, which
left nothing to the imagination, tamed it down and cramped its interest.” Walt Whitman’s imagination,
conversely, led him to wonder Whether the prairies and plailis, more than Yosemite, Niagafa Falls, and
Upper Yellowstone, were not truly “Nortﬁ America’s characteristic landscape.”

The vast majority of Euro-Americans who gxplored énd settled.the mid-continent, however,
: mainiy saw economic potential inherent in the prairie. Louis Joliet, exploring the Upper Mississippi
Valley in 1673, noted that “a settler would not there spend ten years in cutting down and burning the -

7”2

| trees; on the very day of his arrival, he could put his plough into the ground.”™ Writing 250 years later,

Herbert Quick compared the fertility of Idm's tallgrass prairie to mother’s milk: “Bird, flower, grass,



cloud, wind, and the immense éxpanse of sunny prairie, swelling up into uﬁdulations like a woman’s
breasts, turgid with milk for a human race.”

Artist George Catlin stands virtually alone among those who confronted the undomesticated
prairies in suggesting that a portion of them be preserved, and his nineteenth-century appeal found an
audience in the twentieth. As much ethnographer as artist, Catlin understood the impending fate of
those American Indian cultures he rendered meticulously on canvas and of the vast grassland plains that
sustained them. His attitude toward Native Americans was typically ethnocentric for the times.
Nonetheless, he genuinely lament_ed the anticipated loss of cixfmnatic “wilderness” that indigenous
peoples inhabited and gave life to. As carly as 1832, Catlin called for a government policy that would
create a “nation’s park, containing man and beast, in all the wild and freshness of their nature’s
beauty.™

A century passed before the loss of prairie landscape reached proportions that could no longer
be ignored. By then, the economic vaiue of the prairie was not only fully understood; it bad been fully
appropriated.

A Grassland Preservation Ethic Emerges: 1920-1956

By 1920, natural scientists locatéd in the Midwest—especially at the University of Nebraska,
the University of Iowa, Iowa State University (thén College), and the University of Illinois—were
seriously studying prairie flora, identif&ing prairie types, and increasingly alarmed at how little was left
~ undisturbed. Sometime duririg the decade, Victor E. Shelford, of the University of Illinois, and the
National Research Council’s Committee of the Ecology of North American Grasslands began studying
the prospects for a large grassland preserve in the Great Plains. ﬁey studied eleven sité‘s and found
four with sufficient floristic integrity to be considered true prairie. In 1930, Shelford, supported by the

Ecological Society of America, proposed that one of these sites, a large area straddling Nebraska and



South Dakota, be incorporated into the national park system.”> This proposal marked the beginning of
continual efforts to establish a national prairie park ir_n the United States.

The Great Depression and the Dust Bowl diverted attention from a national prairie park during
the 1930s. Instead, New Deal land-use planners and agricultural economists tackled the more
immediate, and interrelated, problems of soil erosion, soil exhaustion, agricultural overproduction,
depressed agricultural market priees, and increasingly degraded farm life. Under the 1934 Bankhead-
Jones Farm Tenant Act, the federal government acquired 11.3 million acres of submarginal farmland.
Of this, 2.64 million acres in the Great Plains wefe eventually designated as national grasslands and
placed mostly under U.S. Forest Service mana..gement.6 The National Park Service, meantime, rejected
a proposed grassland park in Texas and remained more focused on acquiring parks with awe-inspiring
topography, spectacular natural scenery, or unequivocal national historical importance. Only two Great
Plains lahdseapes met the traditional test for parks during the 1930s and 1940s: Badlands National
Moixument in South Dakota, designated in 1939, and Theodore Roosevelt Memorial Park in NortH
Dakota (1947), the latter of which co_mp;’ises two island units surrounded by the Little Missouri
National Grasslands in North Dakota.”

National grasslands, however, were intended to be land reclamation and demonstration areas,
not substitutes for an a.uthentic prairie park as ﬁrst proposed in 1930. In cooperation with the NPS, the
Ecological Society of America and the Natiohal Research Council’s Committee on the Ecology of North
American Grasslands continued to examine short-grass prairie sites for a grassland national park. Dr.
John E. Weaver, an ecologist at the University of Nebraska, and other scientists investigated and
reported on a variety of areas in Nebraska, Colorado, Wyoming, Montana, Kansas, and the Dakotas.
By 1940, these studies resulted in a new proposal for a Great Plains national monumnient located west of
the Pine Ridge Indian Reservation in South Dakota and a smaller area in extreme nerthwest Nebraska.?

World War II, however, intervened before this proposal could lead to any legislative action.



Following the war there was renewed interest in preserving grasslands. In a 1950 report to the
National Resources Council, the Department of Agriculture, which had initiated acquisitic;n of national )
grasslands in the 1930s, recommended the preservation of large expanses of six différent types of
grasslands in the West. In 1956, the Secretary of the Interior’s Advisory Board formally recommended
additional studies for the purpose of identifying and acquiring grasslands for inclusion in the national
park system. This recommendation correlated with ongoing grasslar;d studies commissioned by NPS
and, more generally, with MISSION 66, an intensive ten-year development program (1956-1966)
initiated during the administration of NPS Director Conrad Wirth.

The Pottawatomie County Park Proposal: 1958-1963

During the nearly three decades bétween 1930 and 1958, the broad concept of a grasslands
national park gradﬁally narrowed in focus to a tallgrass prairie park, which was promoted as being
“true” prairie. However, just as ambivalence over the inean—ing and value of America’s grasslands was
expre#sed l;y early obéervers, so did ambivalence and controversy mark the long endeavor to create a

‘ “true” or tailgrass pfairie national park in a specific location. The first contested afea was located in
Pottawatomie County, Kansas.

Between 1954 and 1958, G.W. Tomanek and F.W. Albertson, professors at Fort Hays State
College (now University), studied twenty-four areas in Colorado, the Dakotas, Nebraska, Wyoming,
New Mexico, Montana, Tcxaé, and K;ansas. These studies were fum_ied by the NPS and endorsed by
the Advisory Board of National Parks, Historic Sites, Buildings and Monuments. The results of the
Tomanek-Albertson investigations becamé the basis for NPS recommendations issued in 1958.'° In the
1958 report, Proposal for a True Prairie National Park, the NPS called for a 34,000-acre pé.rk in
Pottawatomie County, Kansas. In 1959, the Advisory ﬁoard recommended for inclusion in the park -

system a 34,000-acre site east of Tuttle Creck Reservoir, near Manhattan in Pottéwatomie County,

Kansas. This recommendation appeared to have initial local support, at least through the Manhattan



Area Park Development Association, founded in 1958 to promote both the Tuttle Creek Reservoir, an
Army Corps of Engineers project, and the establishment of a grassland national park in Pottawatomie
County." . The stage was thus set for the NPS to initiate legislative efforts for the purpose of
establishing a prairie national park in a specific locale.

The next year, however, when NPS final recommendations began to take shape, key differences
emerged. The 1960 Reevaluaﬁoh Study, True Prairie Grasslands, was less specific than its
predecessﬁr, fhe 1958 Proposal for a True Prairie National Park. In the 1960 report, the NPS
concluded that of the twenty-four sites surveyed, six met the criteria for preservation. These crit.eria
stipulated that the area must be at least 30,000 acres; have the topography, drainage systems,
vegetation, and wildlife species of a “typical” prairie ecosystem; be freé of serious intrusions; and
display sufficient scenic quality. A follow-up study subsequently reduced the number of “nationally
significant” areas to four, all of them in the Flint Hills region of Kansas and Oklahoma. The four sites
were designated Manhattan, Chase, Elk, and Osage according to city or county names where they
, respéctively occurred. Of the four, the Manhattan study area (near the City of Manhattan, Kansas) was
considered the most “feasible’; for designation as a national park, inasmuch as the federal government
alréady had a presence in the area. The Osage study area (located in Osage County, Oklahoma and
parts of Cowley and Chautauqua counties, Kansas) was considered the most “suitable,” based on
ﬁatural qualities.12

Another 1960 NPS study, Sta.tement Analyzing Stydies and Preliminary Plan for Proposed
Prairie National Park,. called for a 57,000-acre site east of é.nd abutting Tuttle Creek Reservoi?. This
recommendation not only increased the acreage, but, more importanﬂy, eliminated a corridor of land

| separating the 34,000-acre site and Tuttle Creek Reservoir. "

The two differing recommendations
reflected the emergence of local desires to exploit the recreational potential of the new reservoir. In

March of 1960 the Pottawatomie County Commission approved the proposed national park as long as



the boundaries were not extended to the shore of Tuttle Creek Reservoir. As a result, NPS officials
decided to make two separate recommendations to Congress, one with a buffer zone between the park
and the reservoir and one without. The NPS clearly favored the proposal without the buffer zone, but
county commissionérs wére equally adamant that a mile-wide strip be established for economic
development. The Kansas congressional delegation sided with the county commission.

The final 1961 NPS planning report, 4 Proposed Prairie National Park, maintained the
agency’s preferred plan, despite local opposition. As envisioned in the final recommendations, visitors
could drive through a 57,000-acre park along a road winding from the shores of the reservoir through
restored prairie, stopping at viewing areas along the way. They could also hike trails on foot or ride
horses on equestrian trails. Proposed amenitiés included campgrounds, picnic areag, and an interpretive
center.” -

As NPS recommendations were being finalized, legislation also was 1;nder discussion. As early
as 1959, Rep. William -Avc_:ry [R] apparently requested the assistaxice of the NPS in drafting a bill that
would auﬁxoriie the creation of a 34,000-acre park. Kansas senators Andrew F. Schoeppel [R] and
Frank Carlson [R] joined Avery in supporting the creation of a park, but the three publicly announced
that they wéuld await completion of NPS studics before taking any legislative action.'® The next year
Rep. Avery and Sens. Schoeppel and Carlson introdl;ced companion bills. Instead of a 34,000-acre
park, the bills called for a 57,000-acfe park, which accordéd with NPS final recommendations, and the
proposed boundary had been extended westward to the shores of Tuttle Creek Reservoir.'” .

Even at this early stage, area residents were dividing into proponents and opponents. Among
proponents, Bill Colvin, a member of the Manhattan Area Park Development Association, was the most
visible. Colvin, who was employed as editor of the Manhattan Mercury, began supporting the park
' idea in the newspaper. Not coincidentally, the Manhattan Mercury was owned by the family of Fred

Seaton, who served as Secretary of the Interior from 1956 to 1961 under President Dwight D.



. Eisenhower."® Developing multipurpose flood control reservoirs to serve a variety of outdoor
recreational demands was a priority of the Eisenhower administration. The Kansas state park system
was moving in this direction at the same time, so the idea of meshing a federal flood control project with
a new national park was in line with the thinking of the times to meet growing demand for outdoor
recreation.

Opposition began to form in part because of the Tuttle Creek flood control project. Aftera
devastating flood in 1951, which took forty-one lives and the homes of 100,000 people in Manhattan,
Topeka, and Kansas.City, the Army Corps of Engineers found enough local and cbngressional support
 to move forward with the proposed Tuttle Creek Dam Project, first proposed in 1931. The need fora
large flood control dam and reservoir had been 2.1 contested local issue; since then; and, as the Tuttle
Creek project moved to reality, p#ssions rose higher among landowners and soil conservationists who -
opposed the “big dam™ solution to flood control. Additionally, the Corps dragged its feet in
constructing new roads, which had been promised so that nearby landowners would not be
inconvenienced when the reservoir began to fill. - As a result, by the late 1950s the Corps and the federal
bureaucracy in general were considered “the enemy™ to many citizens of Poﬁawatomie County.”

Before passions could cool, the proposed national prairie park became another target for those
who felt as though the federal government had acted arrogantly in taking agricultural land to impound
the waters of Tuttle Creek. The initial 34,000-acre concept of 1959 attempted to mitigate local
controversy by stipulating a corridor of land to separate the flood confrol reservoir and the park.
However, the corridor concept also conveniently allowed for considerable private recreational
development, v.vhic_:h generated local interest and support among business people. Proposed legislation in
1960, which promulgated an “ideal” park of 57,000 acres without the buffer zone, was thus politically
risky from the outset. It did not entirely please proponents who w;cmted a corridor aiong the reservoir

for private recreational development, and it confirmed the worst fears of opponents because it would



-take more land. In 1961, when legislation was reintroduced in the 87th Congress, the odds against

passage probaﬁly increased, inasmuch as these bills would have authorized the Secretary of the Interior
to acquire up to 60,000 acres. A provision authorizing the federal government to take this many acres
by eminent domain was a further irritant.?’

Still, there was enough local support that the Avery and Schoeppel-Carlson bills might have
passed with some amendments. Pottawatomie County commissioners, who generally supported the
proposal, asked the NPS to consider restoring the corridor concept. NPS officials hedged by submitting
two separate recommendations. Under the leadership of Dr. E. Raymond Hall, ﬁrofessor of ecology and
director of the Museum of Natural History at the University of Kansas, proponents m northeast Kansas
organized another group, the Prairie National Park Natural History Association.! This group requested
that Governor John Anderson seék a substantial appropriation from the state legislature to assist the
federal government with purchase of park lands. Despite rising opposition, the state legislature
appfoved a $100,000 appropriaﬁon in February 1962,- continge;nt upon Congress passiﬁg legislation to
establish the park.” -

Opponents, who were slower to organize, eventually captured enough momentum to kill the
congressional bills. A key episode in this turn of fortuqes took place on December 4, 1961, when cattle
rancher Carl Beliinger confropted Secretary of Interior Stewart Udall and NPS Director Conrad Wirth
on grazing land that Bellinger was leﬁsing in the Twin Mound area. Although first-hand accounts of the
Twin Mound Incident vary in the details, Bellinger happened to be on the property when Udall’s
entourage, traveling in two helicoptefs, landed near Twin Mound to rendezvous wi_th a tour guide.
Instead,.Be_llinger met Udall as he deplaned and, wielding a gun, ordered him off the property. Caught
off-guard, a stunned Udall ret;xmed to his helicopter. Reporters and photogr‘aphers, however, were on
~ hand to record the brief event, and the news traveled well beyond local headlines. Accordingly,

Bellinger became something of a local legend for taking on the federal government. His “standoff” gave



rise to the first oppdsition group, the Tw_in Mound Ranchers, and more-or-less set the thematic tone for
every legislative effort that followed.*

The Twin Mound Incident would have been sufficient buffeting, but it proved to be only a |
prelude to the opposition that greeted Udall and Wirth at public meetings later the same day. At the
Pottawatomie County Commission chambers Bellinger wa;s once again on hand to voice his opinion
before a packed audience. Two other people presented signed statements of opposition. Ranchers and
farmers, affronted because the NPS had not included them in the planning process, began coming
together against the park on principle; and real esfat_e deye!opers wanted the corridor area restored so.
the; shore of Tuttle Creek Reservoir could be developed with home sites.? -

One day of news-making controversy, however, was not eﬁough to stop the Pottawatomie
County proposal entirely. New bills were introduced in 1963 by Congressman Avery and Senators
James Pearson [R] and Frank Carlson. A key component of both bills was a provision that would
establish an advisory committee to determine the proposed pall'k boundary on the Tuttle Creek Reservoir
side.?® The strategy did not work. By this time, the Twin Mound Ranchers Associaﬁon was organized
for opposition and endorsed by the Kansas Livestock Association. In July 1963 the Twin Mound
Ranchers staged a local public hearing to publicize ifs opposition, then sent a delegation td Washington,
D.C. in August to attend hearings of the Senate Public Lands Subcommittee. Senator Pearson testiﬂed
on behalf of Kansan§ who supported legislation, which officially included the governor and the state
legislature. Anthony W. Smith, president and general counsel of the National Parks [and Conservation]
Association, however, cautioned the senators not to allow “enlargement of the national park system... by
ndmg r'oqghshod o{'er human property and lives.” When subcommittee members from western states
lined up w1th local opponents criticiziﬁg the park proposal, chances for a favorable report vanished.

Pearson’s bill died in committee, and the Pottawatomie County proposal faded away.”



Reconsideri;lg the Kansas-Oklahoma Flint Hills Options: 1963-1970 Interlude

No new federal legislation was introduced during the -remaindcr of the 1960s, but public interest
. continqed and the prairie park idea rem_ained a focus of study and discussion at the state level as well as
within the NPS. In 1965, the NPS proposed a Prairie-Great Plains Tourway stretching 1400 miles
north from Oklahoma to the North Dakota-Montana border. This proposal appears to have evolved
froma numb(_er. of sources: the 1962 report of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission,
the Great River Road program along the Mississippi River, and legislation passed by the 88th Congress
authorizin.g the Lewis and Clark Tourway. The Prairie-Great Plains Tourway concept included three
“pational parkway™ segments that were considered to be of greater national significance and would be
treated similarly to the Blue Ridge and Natchez Trace Parkways. Proposed as parkway segments were
a 145—milé Great Prairie Parkway through the Flint Hills from Pawhuska; Oklahoma to Council Grove,
Kansas; a 100-mile Sandhills National Parkway through central northern Nebraska; and a Sioux-
Badlands National Parkway in South Dakota.?® |

Another NPS study reconsidered the remaining three options that had been presented in the
1960 Reevaluation Studyi sités designated as C_hase County, Kansas; Elk County, Kansas; and Osage
County, Oklahoma. This study, requested by the National Parks Subcommittee of the Senate Interior
and Insular Affairs Committee, led to a 1965 report, The Living Prairie, which compared several
aesthetic and land-management factor§ and then ranked the three areas in terms of desirability. The
Oklahoma site, which extended into Chautauqua County, Kansas, was' ranked highest. The Chase
County é.nd Elk County areas were ranked second and third respeptivel);. All three sites, however,
. occurred along the proposed Prairie-Great Plains Tourway Route. The Living Prairie report also noted
that Dr. Raymond Hall of the University of Kansas had been contacting philanthropic sources seeking
support for land acquisition. No potential benefactors were named, but the idea of working with private

entities to acquire land and then slowly phase out livestock use through regulated grazing leases was
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clearly under discussion.” These studies helped to sustain interest in a prairie national park, but
without political leadership the tﬁovement really was at a standstill. The only result was the marking of
a north-south highway route through Kansas as the “Prairie Parkway.”°
Walter Hickel, during his brief tenure as Secretary of the Interior (1969-1970) in the Nixon

administration, signaled that he would support a new legislati{'e effort. Ata 1969 Republican fund-
raising dinner in Salina, Hickel, a Kansas native, announced that he “encouraged... anothc;.r bid for the
creation of a prairie national park.”®' Several sﬁteMde groups‘now added their support to that of the
Prairie National Park Natural History Association. Later that year, the Kansas Wildlife Federatic;n, the

Kansas Recreation and Park Association, and the Kansas State Teachers Association all passed
resolutions urging the creation of a park in Kansas.®

The following year, after the Kansas legislature rejected a bill to establish a seven-member

governor’s commission to "‘worl; for the establishment of a Prairie National Park;” Governor Robert
Docking took the initiative and appointed a ﬁﬁeen—member Governor’s Prairie National Park Advisory
Committee.®® Bill Colvin of the Manhattan Mercury was named chair, and the governor’s-advisory
committee immediately initiated discussions with members of the Kansas congressidnél delegation.
Senators James Pearson [R] and Robert Dole [R] and Representatives Chester Mize [R] and Joe
Skubitz [R] reportedly expressed initial i_nterest. The advisory committee also contacted the NPS to |
discuss possible locations. Pottawatomie County was not among them, but Colvin made it clear that the
committee was only considering areas in the eastern tallgrass region of the state,*® A December 4, 1970
meeting of the committee confirmed this focus. Discussion centered on the recent passage of P.L. 91-
‘462, which directed the Secretary of the Interior to conduct a feasibility study of landg in Oklahoma and
Kansas historically associated with Euro-American settlement in the Cherokee Strip'. Rep. Skubitz,
whose district included the Kansas portion of the feasibility study, introduced the bill that became P.L.

91-462, which carried a $30,000 appropriation. However, the governor’s advisory committee did not
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support Skubitz’s bill. Instead, the committée voted to hold a joint meeting with the Kansas
congressional delegation and ask for the introduction of legislation to create a prairie park entirely in
Kansas. The committee purposely avoided recommending specific locations and size, hoping to avert
renewed opposition. ¥ |
Kansas Flint Hiils v. Cherokee Strip Proposals: 1971-1973

_Iﬁ 1971, two competing proposals entered the legislative hopper. In June of that year the
Govemor’s advisory committee, back;ad by the Prairie National Park Natural History Association, other
environmental groups, univei'sities, newspapers, and an untold number of individuals, presented the
kansas congressional delegatidn with a formal request for legislation.*®* Rep. Larry Winn, Jr. [R] of
Overland Park and Sen. James Pearson responded by introducing companion bills similar to the failed
Pottawatomie County proposals of the early 1960s. That is, both bills called for a 60,000-acre prairie
park. However, neither bill specified a location 6ther than within the State of Kansas.”’ Even though
the location -was left unspecified, everyone understood the intent was to ‘éstablish a prairie park
somewhere in the Flint Hills of Kansas. Corresponding support for the Winn-Pearson bills came
primarily from residents of northeast Kansas.* Also in 1971, Sen. Henry Bellmon of Oklahoma
introduced a bill to expand the study authorized by P.L. 91-462 to include the Oklahoﬁa Panhandle.®
No action was taken on this bill.

The NPS withheld support ffom both bills, in part because of continuing local controversy and
in part because the Cherokee Strip proposal taking Iegislatiye shape in Skubitz’s office was for a
historical park thematically linked to nineteenth-century cattle trails. Although the Cherokee Strip
concept included 30,000 acres of grassland, NPS staff advised that it was not “true prairie” and worried
that the proi)osal, should it gain momentum, would dilute support for a prairie park in the “choice area”
- of Osage County, Oklahoma.®® Instead of supporting either proposal, the NPS sﬁggested amending

Pearson’s bill to authorize another study, similar to the study authorized by P.L. 91-462.*
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On the local level, supporters of the Flint Hills proposal held some hope that Skubitz would
help advance the Winn bill through the National Parks Subcommittee of the House Cémmittee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, of which he was the ranking minority member.” However, by mid-1972,
both the Winn and Pearson bills were still locked in subcommittee and hope for support from Skubitz
had faded. Prairie park proponents located primarily in Winn’s district in northeast Kansas thus formed
a new lobbying group to shore up support. The People for Prairie Park League, as the group was

known, had the backing of the Prairie National Park Natural History Association and a variety of other
environmental groups that were organizing in the early 1970s. @

Photographer Patricia DuBose Duncan was a prominent figure in the People for Prairie Park
League. She ‘wrote articles, served as a local liaison to elected officials and national environmental
organizations, and generally helped to coordinate local affairs. Ina 1972 article, Duncan expressed
concern 1;hat Rep. Skubitz shared “the same general philosophy” of cattlemen and other prairie park
opponents.* It was a concern widely shared by park proponents in northeast Kansas.

Meantime, the Kansas Livestock Association took the lead in opposing the Winn-Pearson bills
and proposed instead a 600 mﬁc “prairie parkway” loop consisting of observation viewpoints along |
existing highways through the Flint Hills.** Clif Barron, a Cambridge rancher, is credited with
originating the “prairie parkway” or “ribbon park” idea, but the concept is also traceable to the Prairie-
Great Plains Tourway proposed ‘by the NPS in 1965. ﬁe major difference was that Barron envisioned
a scenic loop following county roads on both the east and west sides of the Flint Hills, not a single
highway con‘idorfs. |

Hoping to unify agriculturists and environmentalists, various groups in Maﬁhattan, Kansas,
formed- the Manhattan Citizens for the Tallgrass National Park. The Manhattan Citizens took the

position that “range abuse by ranchers,” perceived or real, was “not a valid point for having a park” and
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proposed that some sort of landmark or museum commemorating the “ranching heritage” of Kansas be
erected “in conjunction with the preservation of the natural ecosystem.™’

The flurry of citizen organi;zing'that took place in 1971 and 1972 succeeded in drawing the
general lines of battle, agriculturists v. environmentalists, but it produced no evidence of strong support
among Kansaps in general either for or against a national prairie park. This was reason enough for
other members of the Kansas congressional delegation to adopt a wait-and-see attitude, as they did.
Moreover, national conservation and environmental organizations were not yet taking much interest in
the proposition. As a result, the 1971 Winn-Pgarson bills died in committee.

Rep. Skubitz captured the spotlight early in 1973 by calling a&ention to the NPS’s study report
. on the proposed Cherokee Strip National Historic Park. The preliminary report, prepared in January,

recommended combining Skubitz’s proposed Cherokee Strip historic park with a tallgrass prairie
segment. Before the preliminary répoi't had even been approved internally, Skubitz requested that. NPS
Director Ronald Walker expand the study to include additional recreational areas, especially lakes and
reservoirs, and related historic sites of local as well as national significance. He further requested that
the director have prepared a legislative proposal “that would include the rec;ommendation_s now in the
Cherokee Strip Report with the most appropriate s.cgmcnts of tallgrass prairie, the combined total of
which should not exceed 60,000 acres....”®

Skubitz lost no time in promofing his proposal as a “prairie park” that might appeal to both
ranchers and environmentalists. Speaking at the annual meeting of the Kansas Recreation and Park
Association, he made it c;lear that he did not support the concept of a large pafk focused solely or
primarily on preserving an expanse of tallgrass prairie. Such a park, in his estimation, would not attract
enough tourists to offset the loss of property tax revenue when land shifted to public ownership.” He
also announced the formation of a Kansas Advisory Team to work with the NPS to develop the

“integrated park system” he had in mind. Members of his advisory team represented a broad spectrum
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of interests: Bill Colvin, chair of the Govemnor’s Prairie National Park Advisory Committee; rancher

Clif Barron; directors of the Kansas Park and Resource§ Authority, State Historical Society, and State

Water Resources Board; the executive secretary of the Kansas Soil Conservation Cc;mmittee; the

director of the Kansas District Corps of Engineers; and a private citizen from Council Grove, located in

 the heart of the Flint Hills.*

Whatever the merits of the combined Cherokee Strip-Tallgrass Prairie proposal, it only

" succeeded in polarizing opposing sides. Environmentalists in northeast Kansas banded together in a
new group, Save the Tallgrass Prairie, ﬁc. (STP), organized in January 1973. Two months later, STP
announced that while it did not exactly oppose the Cherokee Strip Pérk ﬁoncept, it was concerned that
the tallgrass prairie segment meet the criteria established by earlier NPS studies and therefore
rccorhmended a separate national park on the eastern slopes of the Flint Hills in Kansas. This was
quickly followed by legislative “guidelines” for a tallgrass prairie park at a specific location south of |
Emporia.”! | '

Ranchers and landowners in the Flint Hills countered by organizing the Kansas Grassroots
Association (KGA) in March 1973. The KGA was willing to support Clif Barron’s scenic loop idea,
but it withheld support for Skubitz’s Cherokee Strip proposal and campaigned against STP. In May

- 1973, KGA chairman J. Manuel Hughes informed the NPS that the organization had “at least 6,000.. ...
signa"cures, gathered all over the State of Kansés” protesting a prairie park. Hughes went on tb conclude
that “except for a hard;core group in Kansas City and its environs, and in Lawrence[,] Kansas[,] at our
state university, I believe we can safely say that the big majority of Kansans do not want such a park.”

As 1973 progressed, a hosf of organizatioﬂs took positions for or against or somewhere m
between. The Kansas Ornithological Society and the American Institute of Architects generally

endorsed a tallgrass prairie park. The Wichita Branch of Friends of the Earth specifically supported a
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30,000-60,000-acre natural park.”® Skubitz appealed to the KGA to drop its opposition to a prairie
park, but to no avail.**
Kansans Divide: The Winn Bills, 1973-1980

Throughout the 1970s, Congfessman Winn continued to champion a national prairie park in
Kansas, while Kansans became increasingly divided on the prospect. In 1973, Winn introduced another
bill for a 60,000-acre park, after which the Special Committee on Environmental Protection of the
Kansas House of Representatives called a public hearing to listen to what Kansans had to say.”® At the
August 30th hearing, the Kansas Livestock Association, the Kansas Farm Bureﬁu, and the Kansas
Association of Conservation Districts lined up with the KGA to oppose a large prairie park. The KGA
~ also offered a counter suggestion that the federal government transfer land from the Fort Riley Military
rRescrvation and around several Corps of Engineers reservoirs to the NPS for park purposes. The
Kansas As§ociation of Commerce and Industry, Kansas Association of Garden Clubs, and Kansas City
Junior Leagues lined up with STP in favor of a. large park. Speakiné on behalf of the STP, Patricia
Duncan announced that the group had identified a suitable 60,000-acre tract south of Emporia. Clif
Barron and the Kansas Park and Recreation Authority endorsed the prairie parkway concept. And the
Kansas Hotel and Motel Association went on record in favor of a large park‘ de&eloped similar fo
Disneyland.*

The Special Committee on Erivironme_ntal Protection, which was charged with recommeﬁding a
position that the Kansas 1egislamre could sﬁpport to the congressional delegation, debated its options
for two months trying to find consensus. Whe_n it finally reported back to the legislafure in late October,
it recommended a cautious position s;tating that “should the federal government choose to preserve [the
natural] heritage” of the Flint Hills, “full consideration should be given to the possibility of utilizing the

_Ft. Riley federal enclave and other federal lands to accomplish these purposes.” The committce also
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reeommended that the Kansas Legislature “reserve ﬁxrther.consideration of a tall grass prairie park until
after completion of a feasibility study by the U.S. Park Service.”’

Larry Winn remained the sole member of the Kansas congressional delegation supporting a
tallgtass prairie park. Despite lack of support from other members of the delegation, Winn continued
the campaign. His determination dici not spring from “extreme” environmentalism, though. Rather, he
just believed that the Flint Hills “was some of the most beautiful land in the country” and that Kansans

258

“ought to do something to put it into some kind of park or preserve.” After leamning that the
Department of the Army had virtually no land at Fort Riley that it was willing to give up, Winn
suggested to park proponentsi that private entities begin buying land in the Flint Hills for eventual
transfer to the NPS.”

As 1973 drew to a close, six members of the congressional delegation did come together to
support yet another feasibility study by the NPS. Secretary of the Interior Rogers C.B. Morton agreed
to another study at the request of Senators Pearson and Dole and Congressman Winn, joined by Rep.
Garner E. Shriver [R], Rep. Keith G. Sebelius [R], and Rep. Bill Roy [D]. Congressman Joe Skubitz,
still the ranking Republican member of the National Park Subcommittee of the House Interior and
Tnsular Affairs Committee, did not join in the request. In yielding to the request, Secretary Morton
warned that any proposal for a prairie national park in Kansas “would remain .dormant until Kansans
ended their division and presented a united front....”*

Both sides continued posturing while Winn’s bill remained stalled in committee. In the Kansas
Legislatui'e the issue headed toward polarization. To counter the proposed concurrent resolution sought
by the Special Committee on Environmental Protection, Kansas State Senator Frank Gaines [D-
Augusta] introduced a resolution early in 1974 requesting that Congress reject any bill to establish a

tallgrass prairie park in the Flint Hills. In so doing, he defended ranchers in his Flint Hills district, who

were “do[ing] a better job of keeping [the prairie] up than the federal government could.” Gaines’s
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proposed resolution directly opposed the recommendation of the Spécial Committee on Environmental
Protection, which essentially requested that the state legislature adopt a wait-and-see approach until the
NPS had finished a new feasibility study.

Savg the Tallgrass Prairie, Inc. monitored developments in the state legislature. It also
mobilized a petition drive among c;ollege studentg to press for passage of HR. 8726, Winn’s
consolidated bill, which was referred to the House Committee on Interior arld Insular Affairs. In April
1974, a group of students, representing various colleges and universities in Kansas, staged a much-
publicized caravan to Wasiiington, D.C. where they presented signed petitions, reportedly bearring
18,000-25,000 signatures, to Rep. Winn. Douglas Wh_eeler, a deputy assistant éecretary in the
Department of the Interior, and Richard Curry, NPS associate director for legislatiorr, were on hand for
the presentation.”” STP also attempted to generate stronger support among environmentalists by
publicizing the threat that the energy crisis of the 1970s posed for the Flint Hills. Pointing to |
controversy surrounding the proposed Wolf Creek nuclear generating station, STP posited that a new
electric power transmission corridor through the Flint Hills, which would be needed for this project,
might be the first of many such corridors as private utility c.ompanies scrambled to meet projected
energy consumption for the year 2000 and beyond. STP also “watched with alarm™ as one Flint Hills
rancher plowed up several thousand acres of land and planted it with fescue, a non-native species of
grass.®.

The Tallgrass _Prairie Conference of 1974, held in Elmdalr:; Kansas, appeared to signal an
easing of tensions between the two sides. Co-sponsored by STP, the Kansas Group of the Sicrra Club,
Burroughs Audubon Society, Citizens Environmental Council, and the Sierra Club Southern Plains
Regional Conservatio_n Committee, the two-day Elmdale Conference sounded a conciliatory note.

- Former Secretary of Interior Stewart Udall, a keynote speaker, received a much friendlier reception this

time. For the press, Udall defended a 60,000-acre tallgrass prairie park in the Flint Hills to “fill the last
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gap in the nation’s park system.” He also noted that even though the park campaign was still alive, a
“major obstacle” to passing legislation was a weak conservation movement in Kansas and lack of
aggressive support from mainstream national coﬁservation organizations.** Representatives of the
Kansas Grassroots Association who attended the Elmdale Conference gave statements to the pfes‘s
maintaining their opposition but admitting that “things have been easing up on both sides when the two
groups get together.”™ Even though both sides held their positions, the rhetoric began to soften. The .
event, which drew more than 300 people for a packed agenda of speakers, workshops, and field trips, .
appeared to lay the groundwork for neéotiations leading to successful legislation.®
Any possible rapprochement was short-lived, however. In the spring of 1975 the Kansas

Legislature passed, by substantial majorities in both houses, House Committee Resolution (HCR) 2013,
authored by Rep. Robert Whittaker [R-Augusta]. HCR 2013, like the resolution introduced the
previous year by Whittaker’s counterpart in the Kansas Senate, Frank Gaines, requested that Congress
reject any bill authorizing the establishment of a tallgrass prairie national park in the Flint Hills. The
language amplified arguments routinely -pult forth by agricultural interests: the federal government
already controlled “a vast amount of property in Kansas,” a reference primarily to Fort Riley Military
Reservation and several multipurpose reservoirs administered by the Corps of Engineers; a national
park would remove too much land from -the property tax rolls, seriously hampering school ﬁnancing;
and “the loss of vast grazing areas in the grasslands” would impair Kansas beef production in an “era of
nationwide food shortages.”’

| The leadership of STP, which had been working the halls of the state capitol to defeat the.
me;,asure, redoubled its efforts. The organization’s media campaign had already succeeded in gaining a
modest level of national attention through the pages of magazines and newspapers with large national
circulations, such as Smithsonian Magazine and the Wall Street Journal. Now STP formed an

honorary board of prominent men and women to help advance the cause. Chaired by Dr. Karl
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Menninger, the board included Stewart Udall; philanthropist Katherine Ordway, then active in
préserving prairies throughout the Midwest; David Brower, president of Friends of the Earth and past
president of the Sierra Club; Charles Callison, executive vice president of the National Audubon
Society; Loren Eiseley, Professor of Anthropology at the University of Pennsylvania and author of 7he
Immense Journey; and several other influential people in environmental affairs.% |

The park proposal finally bad the endorsement of nationally recognized names. With a new
level of support, Rep. Winn réiptroduced legislation in July 1975. This time he picked up bi-partisan
€O-SpOonsors, twehty-one, in all, but none of them was from Kansas. Evén so, the co-sponsors, who
included Rep. Morris Udall [D-Aﬁzona], Claude Pepiaer [D-Florida], Larry Pressler [R-South Dakota],
Shirley Pettis [R-California], and Bella Abzug [D-New York], reflected the political spectrum. STP
backed them up with petitions bearing more than 34,000 signatures.*

. It was still not enough to overcome the opposition. Despite a pledge of “total support” ﬁom
Michael McCloskey,.execut.ive director of the national Sierra Club, at the 1975 Elmdale conference,
Rep. Winn told the assembled proponents that they were facing “a virtually impossible mission,”™
Winn was “not even slightly optimistic” that his bill would pass. In an open letter to park proponents,
he noted that the ‘faction of the Kansas State Leéislature in abproving resolutions opposing the park
dealt a virtual death blow to the proposal, which was already reeling under the impacts of Congressional
delegation disunity.” Winn also citeci “an abundance of other park proposals before the Congress” and
“growing opposition to big government and deficit spending” as additional obstacles.”

As 1975 came to a close, proponents and opponents were as divided as ever. Into this divide
~ the NPS dropped 'the feasibility study that the Kansas congressional delegatioh, except Rep. Skubitz,
had requested two years earlier. The 1975 preliminary environmental assessment contained an analysis
~ of seven areas in the Flint Hills, all of them by now fairly familiar to residents of éastem Kansas and

northeastern Oklahoma: Pottawatomie, Elk, Chase North, Chase South, Wabaunsee East, Wabaunsee
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West, and Osage. The NPS advised tﬁat three areas met the criteria for “nationally significant”
tallgrass prairie areas—Wabaunsee West, Chase South, and Osage—and recommended them for
further study.™ Considering the audience to whom the document was addressed, the NPS stressed that
the purpose of the information was “to aid decisionmakers in determining whether—and if so how
best—to preserve a segment of the tallgrass-prairie region,” and further, that the “final decision” would
be made by the “the Administrafion, the Congress, and the public....”™
To aid in that pfocess, the NPS laid out four different land acquisition and management

.concepts in the 1975 assessment. All of them had been discussed before, and repeatedly, but the report
presented them side-by-side as viable alternatives without advocating aﬁy as better or more desirable. |
One was the “traditional” park éoncept‘ whereby the federal govemmént would acquire a large area of
land and administer it solely. Another was the Cherokee Strip concept, whereby NPS would acquire |
and preservéa “core” of “pure parkland.” This would be surrounded by a zone where “compatible
agricultural uses” would be allowed to continue but where “incompatible uses” would be prc;hibited. :
The third concept was to protect the prairie “landscape” by ac_qﬁiring scenic easements or by other less-
than-fee agreements. This was the Clif Barron concept. The fourth concept was simply the “no action”
alternative required under the guidelines and regulations implementing the 1969 National Environmental
Policy Act.™

- Elsewhere in the 1975 assessment, NPS planners also slipped a fifth concept into the
discussion: a Flint Hills Agricultural Reserve. Baseci on British national park constructs, the Flint Hills
Agricultural Reserve idea envisioned regional managexﬁent of privately owned land ba.sed on a “unified .
effort, beginning at county and state levels....” In promoting the regional management concept, thg’ NPS
stressed the distinctive éult,ural as well as natural history of the Flint Hiils prairie landscape, ranking it
as “truly unique” alongside “the beautiful New England townscapes, the stark Black Hills of South

Dakota, and the majestic Quetico-Superior region of Minnesota and Ontario [Canada].”™ For the first
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time, a prairie park study seriously considered the archaeology, history, sociology, and economics of the
Flint Hills region, and suggested a land-management concept that could recognize as well as perpetuate
regional culture.

The stalemate that developed in 1973-1974 continued for the remainder of the decade, the only
noticeable change being that the field of opponents and prbponents widened. Agricultural opposition
groups now had the backing of a majority of Kansas state legislators, and park éd‘vocates attracted
increasing support from mainstream conservation organizations. Rep. Winn reintroduced legislation in
1977 and 1979; both bills would have significantly expanded the size of the proposed park. They met |
the same fate as his previous attempts. By now, the controversy seemed to have acquired a life of its
own.

Save the Tallgrass Prairie, Inc. carried on as the chief park advocacy group. To keep up
momentur, STP produced or supported several media events and publié information efforts. Patricia
Duncan’s photographic exhibition “The Tallgrass Prairie: An American Landscape,” sponsored by the
Smithsonian, opened in Kansas City in Aﬁgust 1976 before it began a two-year tour around the nation.
To maximize publicity, the Tallgrass Prairie Foundgtion, a tax-exempt educational arm of STP, hosted
the opening. Friends of the Earth president David Brower gave the keynote address. The new
foundation, incofporated June 1976, also distributed information to members of the press who covered
the 1976 Repl;blicaﬁ National Convéntion, held in Kansas City.

In addition to maintaining a library of films and slide shows for presentation at schools,
community groups, and public gatherings, STP continued to esfab_lish new chapters throughout Kansas,
publish a quarterly newsletter, and gather petition signatures, which now totaled about 40,000. In
November 1976, STP gained national publicity when one of its leaders, attorney Larry Wagner, debated
~ the prairie park issue with Bill House, former president of the American Cattlemén’s Association, on

PBS’s Robert MacNeil Report. STP subsequently distributed the 30-minute debate on video cassette.”
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STP also pressed for completion of the preliminary environmental assessment that had been
issued by the NPS in October 1975." Internal briefing documents prepared for Sen. James Pearson
.reveal that the assessment had been “halted mid-stream... as a result of the extreme ahti-park pr-essure>
of Congressman Skubitz.” As of early 1977 the uﬁﬂnished study was “dormant due to a lack of funds”
and the NPS predicted that “unless there was a significant influx of pro-park political pressure, either
from Congress or the Administration,” the study would remain in limbo.”
If there was encouraging news for park proponents in 1977 it was that Congressman Skubitz
" planned to retire after completing his current term and that two conservation-minded mémbers of the
House had assumed key committee positions. Morris Udall nc-)w chaired the House Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, and Phillip Burton [D-California] now chairéd thé Parks and Recreation
Subcommittee under it. Additionally, in 1976 Congress had passed P.L. 94-565, which authorized the
Secretary of the Interior to make in-lieu payments to local governments fco offset the loss of tax revenue
from pub]ié lands within their jurisdictions. Passage of this la'w invalidated one of the strongest
arguments against a prairie park.** Friends of the Earth also gave the p@iﬁe park proposal more
attention, listing it among the organization’s top four priorities for inclusion in President Carter’s
national parks program.®
Rep. Winn kept the park proposgl before Congress by reintroducing legislation in September
1977. Winn’s latest bill, H.R. 9120, differed substantially from its predecessors. First, the bill'
identified specific park boundaries that expanded the Chase South study area to incorpdrate additiénal
lands from which oil and natural gas were being extracted, étotal of 187,000 acres located south of
Emporia. Thg site-specific bill was a result of discussions between STP and Sierra Club lobbyist Linda
Billings, who encouraged the group to study the areas covered in the 1975 NPS preliminary
environmental assessment and arrive at its own conclusfons. (Billings also ﬁromoted a national tallgrass

prairie park in the Sierra Club Bulletin.) STP subsequently appointed Dr. E. Raymond Hall; Dr. Lioyd
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Hulbert, professor of ecology at Kansas State University; Dr. Dwight Platt, professor of biology at
Bethel College in Newton, Kansas; and attorney Lawrence R. Wagner as the site-selection committee.®?
H.R. 9120 also stipulated that about 58 percent of the acreage would be designated as “park™ and the
remaining 42 percent as “preserve,” where oil and natural gas production would be pénnitted to!
continue until the resources were exhausted. Additionally, the bill contained a provision that gave the
Department of the Interior authority to allow ranching, farmiﬁg, and cattle grazi'ng.to continue at its
discretion. Winn’s bill was _backed by various environmental organizations, and a letter-writing
campaign initiated by STP produced sixteen co-sponsors by November."_3

Other-key developments in 1977 included an announcement by Sen. James Pearson that he; too,
would retire at the expiration of his term m 1978. STP urged him to introduce a companion bill in the
Senafe before he retired, but Pearson did not do so. The Department of the Interior, however,
responding to shifts in administration politics, ranked the tallgrass prairie third on its priority list of
nationally significant areas for possible inclusion in the national park system. Likewise, the Midwest
Regional Advisory Committee to ﬁle.NPS recommended that the agency advance its planning for a
~ national prairie park.*

Throughout 1978 park advocates and opponents kept confronting one another. Representatives
of the Kansas Grassroots Association challenged pro-park speakers at a prairie symposium held at
O_ttawa; Proponents and opponents debated at the Pittsburg Prairié Day. The Kansas Advisory
Council on Environmental Education gave STP and KGA equal time for preseﬁtaﬁons at one of its
meetings. - KGA presented a slide show about cowboy lifestyles; STP countered with a slide show
emphasizing that a tallgrass prairie park was a national concern.®

STP and the Tallgrass Prairie Foundation likewise continued their media and educational
_ campaigns. The Foundation produced a scenic route map of the Flint Hills and sponsored a bus tour of

the Chase South site. STP worked to get publicity out through mass circulation magazines, including
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Time and National Geographic, and through children’s publications such as My Weekly Reader and the
National Wildlife Federation’s Ranger Rick magazine. Patricia Duncan was interviewed by the CBS
radio affiliate in Chicago, station WIND. She also published Tallgrass Prairie: The Inland Sea and
donated a share of the profit to STP. All of these activities, plus the usual lobbying trips to
Washington, D.C., were designed to keep up the pressure on Congress to hold hearings on H.R. 9120,
which STP considered “its” bill.*® ‘

Rep. Winn introduced his last tallgrass prairie bill in 1979. H.R. 5592, co-sponsored by
Morris Udall, was the result of deliberations initiated in Novembér 1978 when STP and a loose
coalition of mainstream conservation groups formed a working group for the purpose of crafting
legislative guidelines. The NPS followed developments closely, but from a distance. Although Winn
and Udall did not introduce their bill until October of 1979, the basic framework was in place by
January. Working with STP to prepafe draft legislation were the NPCA, tﬁe National Audubon
Society, the Sierra Club, Friends of the Earth, the Wilderness Society, and the Izaak Wélton League.
The coalition’s concept borrowed from the NPS’s 1965 tourWa'y-parkway proposal. It also echoed the
“agricultural reserve” idea outlined in the 1975 preliminary environmental assessment whereby the
' féderal government, instead of acquiring entire parks through purchase or condemnation, would enter
into cocperative agreements with state and local governments as well as private citizens in order to
. preserve large areas of national concern. ¥’

| H.R. 5592 set out three “core-park units” in the Flint Hills—Wabaunsee, Chase South, énd

Osage—each surrounded by an intenﬁediate prairie perimeter, or “preserve,” with all three linked by
interconnecting “parkways” to an outer perimeter “reserve” area. The whole conceivably could
encompass as much as 3.5 million acres of the Flint Hills in Kansas and Oklahoma. A ﬁﬁeen-memb'er
commission would oversee the “reserve” and “through cooperation would seek to integrate local

governmental activity by land use planning into a positive force for the protection of prairie resources
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not immediate to the p#rkwore(s).” The “preserves™ and “parkways” would be “controlled by
conservation easements to restrict timbering, quarrying, subdivision, plowing of virgin prairie, etc.”
The core-park units would be acquired by the federal government, of by an intérmediary for the federal
g;)vémment, “on a willing seller-willing buyer basis.”®®

In discussions with the NPS, STP spokespersons estimated that it would take a minimum of
fifty years before the core areas (approximately 300,000 acres) could be acquired. Conceivably,
acquisition could take as much as 150 years based on various alternatives to condemnation that
environmentalists were now willing to extend to landowne__rs, the most generous being the right to
transfer land ownership through immediate family members for an unlimited number of generétions. In
return for such concessions, STP and its coalition partners felt they were entitled to ask for a truly vast
(2.5-3.5 million acres) “reserve” area.” |

Because the environmental coalition’s legislative guidelines incorporated provisions that the
NPS was not inclined to accept, based on its park land-acquisition criteria and its land-management
philosophy, NPS Director William Whalen requested that the Midwest Regional Office (MWR)
formulate a counter set of recommendations.”® After reviewing information from various conservation
organizations and additional fieldwork by staff, the MWR regional director issued a memorandum in
April 1979 recommending that the proposed park consist of approximately 100,000 acres, “all of which
would be acquired in fee” and “subjeét to eminent domain” in order to achieve this objective. Rejecting
the complex reserve-preserve-core unit concept as too costly and too difficult to manage, the MWR
gave the Chase South area preference over the Osage area. If necessary, the MWR advised, the NPS
could consider a “buffer zone averaging no more than three miles in width” in order to maintain scenic
values, but it did not feel that such a zone was essential. As for a parkway, the MWR “no longer

favored” this element.”
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The Alﬁril 1979 memo explained what the MWR understood to be “basic conflict” between its
position and “that of the conservationists.” Whereas the environmental coalition groups were “seeking
to preserve most of the remaining unplowed prairie in the Flint Hills,” the MWR felt that “the
appropriate role of the Federal Government should be limited to preserving a representative portion of
the refnaining prairie” that was “easily accessible to visitors” and “returned to its historic character... as
quickly as possible.” The MWR also considered the conservationists’ proposal'to restrict the federal
government’s use of eminent domain to be “unrealistic.” Based on pﬁor experience, the MWR
anticipated that park opponents would not cease their opposition once lggislation was passed. Instead,
they would initially refuse to sell their -land and then afler a period of time “seek de-authorization c;n the
grounds that the Service is simply not going to be able to do the job.”

When Winn and Udall introduced H.R. 5592 on October 15, 1979, it was based on the complex _
“reserve-preserve-core park” concept, which the MWR had rejected as unfeasible.”® The Winn-ﬁdall
bill proposed three “reserves” or “special conservation areas;’ connected by a “prairie national
parkway” between Marysville, Kansas, and Pawhu.ska, Oklahoma. Proposed as “reserves” were
73,000 acres in Wabaunsee County, 150,000 acres in the Chase South area along the Kansas Turnpike,
and 151,000 acres in the Osage area along the Kansas-Oklahoma border. The “reserve” designation |
was key to the whole concept. ¥t permitted federal purchase of land and scenic conservation easements -
only on a willing seller-willing buyer bas-is. No condemnation under eminent domain would be allowed.
If and when private land went on the market, the Department of the Interior would have the right of first
refusal at the landowner’s bﬁ‘efing price. If the federal govemment-refused the offer, the landowner was
free to sell it on the opeh market. This meant that it might, and probably would, take a long time for the
- Department of the Interior to acquire large units of land, but when that happened the NPS would be free

to designate such units either as parks or preserves.**
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The reserve concept represented a major concession to landowners in the Flint Hills. Winn aﬁd
Udall called this “a necessary new approach...which recognizes the contribﬁtions of these private
landowners....” The National Audubon Society pointed out that the “reserve” concept was “much more
compatible with the interests of éstablished ranchers.” Save the Tallgraés Prairie called it an
“innovative approach to land profection... that recognizes the significant contribution of the Flint Hills |

ranchers” and a “balanced approach between beef production, the major industry in the area, and land

preservation....”™”

Early in 1979, park proponents were optimistic that a compromise soiution had been found.
Conservation groups had reached agreement among themselves, and they had consulted with farmers,
ranchers, and landowners “secking their reactions” before the bill was introduced. Rep. Phillip Burton,
chair of the Ixiteric;r émd Insular Affairs Subcommittee on Parks, was poised to move the bill forwafd in
the House. Even though Robert Whittaker, the premier voice of opposition in the Kansas Legislatqre,
had won el‘ection to the U.S. House of Representatives and landed 5, spot on the House Interior
Committee, Rep. Winn did not consider him a serious threat to the bill’s passage.”

After October 15th, however, optimism faded quickly. Della Wrae Blythe, secretary of the
Kansas Grassroots Association, dismissed the conicept as a ruse: “Preserve, reserve or whatever it’s
called, it’s a park. We oppose a national park in Kansas.” Rep. Whittaker “declared all-out war” in a
. press statement charging that the Flinf Hills would either become an “uninhabited no-man’s land” or a
“tourist trap complete with curio shops and hot dog stands” if HR. 5592 passed.”” The immediate
reaction from KGA and Whittaker was _liot unanticipated by Wir_m, bth lack of support from other
members of the Kansas congressional delegation once again doomed his bill. By the end of October,
Reps. Jim Jeffries [R] and Keith Sebelius [R] had _ioined Whittaker in opposing HR. 5592.* Rep. Dan |

‘Glickman [D] stated that he did not oppose the bill gnt_irely, but listed enough reservations that it was

clear he would not support it.” Senators Bob Dole and Nancy Kassebaum [R], who was elected to
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James Pearson’s Senate vacated seat in i978, also withheld support. They cited the proposed size,
which had increased from 60,000 to 374,000 acres, and defended Flint Hills ranchers and farmers as
“good stewards of the land.” Dole and Kassebaum also expressed “serious reservations about the
federal government accelerating...the trend from individual omership,” citing the Konzé Prairie,
purchased by the Nature Conservancy in 1977, and the Cimmaron National Grassland as examples.'®

After Rep. Winn interviewed Secretary of the Interior James Watt on a radio-broadcast
program in March of 1980, the Wichita Eagle-Beacon repdrted the “Prairie Park on Back Burner.”
Wé.tt declared the Reagan administration to be “in the mainstream of the environmental movement” and
stated that the Department of the Interior was asking Congress “for a moratorium on acquisitions.” '
Rep. Whittaker welcomed Watt’s remarks and told the press that the Reagan administration’s position
“should take care of the issue for a while....”'* Winn coﬂceded that although he had not given up on a
pfairie park completely, there was no longer any reason to reintroduce legislation “when we know that
for the next foﬂr years the administration won’t approve it-.”'°3 A post-mortem offered by the Kansas
City Times cited as reasons for failure an unwarranted optimism among conservationists wheh Rep. Joe
Skubifz retired from Congress in 1978, the inability of Kansas environmentalists to present a united
front, Rep. Phillip Burton’s reluctance to hold hearings on the bill as long as Senators Dole and
Kassebaum opposed it, and, behind all tfxis, entrenched opposition from Flint Hills ranchers and
farmers.'* |

Winn, who remained in Congress until January 1985, summed up the legislative efforts of th.e
1970s in much the same way. He consulted with the varioﬁs park advocate groups involved in the
effort, during which they weighed Secretary Watt’s remarks, Reagan’s approach to the economy, and
the critical lack of support from other members of the Kansas congressional delegation. After a decade
of trying, he decided that introducing further legislation was futile, and advocate groups decided not to

press him.'®
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The Osage Prairie National Preserve Proposal: 1980s Interlude

For the duration of the Reagan administration, é national prairie park in the Kansas Flint Hills
remained a dormant issue. In the meantime, unforeseen developments openéd up the possibility of
creating a national prairie preserve in Osage County, Oklahoma. The prospect for a prairie preserve in
Oklahoma sustained the momentum of conservation groups supporting a prairie park in the Flint Hills.
It also presented an opportunity to rethink the planning process.

The locus of activity shifted to Osage County when trustees of the Barnard Ranch annour.nc':cd in
the fall of 1983 that they would be willing to sell the 29,000-acre ranch to create a preserve. The
Audubon Society, Save the Tallgrass Prairie, and The Nature Conservancy immediately supported the
prosbect. The Audubon Soci«-ety went so far as to draft legislation, which Rep. Mickey Edwards [R], in
whose district the ranch lay, was willing to introduce provided certain conditions were met, such .as a
50,000-écre limit and no condemnation of private lands, and. provided there was enough local support
for it. Senator Don Nickles [R] expressed the same caveat and organized a local task force to help him
figure out just what local residents and landowners might agree upon. The task force was led by
rancher Lée Holcombe and comprise& representatives of the Osage County Cattlemen’s Assoéiation, the
Osage County Commissioners, the Pawhuska Chamber of Commerce, the Oklahoma Wildlife
Fedération, and the Osage Indians.'® The NPS, which had long favored the Osage area as a national
prairie park, pfovidcdjnformation gdthercd from previous studies. The task force also toured
Chickasaw National Recreation Area, a 10,000-acre NPS unit in Oklahomé formerly called Platt
National Park, and found that the nearby community of‘Sulphur was Beneﬁting from tourist dollars.'”’

The combination.of bringing diverse interests to the table in the early planning stages and the
availability of a second ranch, owned by a willing seller, smoothed the .way for the task force.. By mid-
_ 1985, the task force recommended that legislation be drafted for a 50,000-acre “Working park” as Lee

Holcombe described it. What Holcombe meant by this is that the compromise worked out by the task
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force would allow the Osage Indian Tribe, which owned oil and gas rights on part of the site, to
continue collecting royalties, and that about 75 percent of the proposed acreage could still be leased for

grazing.ws

The NPS recommended designation as a “preserve” which would allow oil and gas
production to continue on lands that were being actively managed to maintain a viable tallgrass
ecosystem.'®

Despite a promising start, the Osage prairie preserve proposal dissolved in controversy after
legislation was introduced in 1987.""° At best, the bill represented a fragile compromise. One side
consisted of the Osage Tribal Council, dominated by individuals who held mineral rights to the
broposed park area, joined by cattlemen, farmers, and oil drillers. The other included the Tallgrass
Pr‘airi-e Presex;ve Association, based in Pawhuska, Oklahoma, which was backed by th¢ Audubon
Society, the Oklahoma Wildlife Federation, and other national conservation organizations.'"! When the
Sierra Club launched a nationwide letter-writing campaign in 1988 seeking to increase the size of the
proposed reserve, Rep. Edwards immediately withdrew his support. Other members of the Oklahoma
congressional delegation, who were not subject to the same degree of local pressure as was Edwards,
did not throw in the towel as quickly. Without Edwards’s support, however, the proposal stalled.?
The Sprin;g Hill Z ﬁar Ranch Option: 1983-1990 |

As the Osage legislative effort ebbed, the tide turned and flowed :back- to the Flint Hills of Chase
County. This time the focal point was the Z Bar Rénch, historically known as the Spring Hill Ranch,
near Strong City. Established in 1878, the 10,894-acre ranch included a stunning complement of
limestone buildings built in the 1880s, a one-room stone schoolhouse, approximately thirty miles of
stone fences, and numerous outbuildings."” |

In June 1988, the National Audubon Society secured an option to purchase the ranch from

Boatman’s National Bank of Kansas City, acting on behalf of the ranch trustees."™ This event proved

to be a critical turning point. It altered the balance of power between opposing sides just enough to set
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in motion a complex process of negotiations that ultimately led to successful legislation. However, the
process moved haltingly, and important concerns were left unresolved by the legislative compromise
finally enacted in 1996. The news that the Audubon Society had an option to purchase the Z Bar was
not made public until January 1989. In the meantime Ron Klataske, the West Central regional vice
president, contacted Congressman Dan Glickman about devéloping legislation to establish the ranch as
some type of NPS u.nit.“5 Klataske, a native Kansan with a farming aﬁd ranching background, had
been.involved in the tallgra_ss prairie park effort since the early 1970s and had long maintained the
position ﬁat any land acqqisition must be on a willing-seller basis with protections against federal use
of eminent domain.'*® |

Rep. Glickman had expressed interest in a new legislative effort and arranged for Klataske to
meet with the Kansas congressional delegafion early in December 1988. At this meeting, Klataske
outlined a proposal for establishing the ranch as a tallgrass prairie monument, possibly in conjunction
with a tallgrass prairie parkway, with land for the latter to be acquired on a willing-seller basis.
Following the meeting, Klataske worked with Glickman’s staff to develop his proposal into a discussion
draft bill.""” Events then began to move quickly. The City of Strong City learned about the -Audubon
Society’s option when it approached the trustees about purchasing a few acres of the ranch adjacent to
the city limits. At that point, Klataske had little choice but to go public with the information, so he
called a meeting with local communify leaders on January 5, 1989. To a gathering of about eighty
people he presented three options that were under consideration: federal purchase ﬁth development,
management ;md interpretation by the NPS; purchase and operation by the National Audubon Society;
or purchase by the State of Kansas with operation fhrough an appropriate state agency. Before
proceeding with legislation, however, Klataske proposed that a “partnership” of local leaders,

~ landowners, and conservation groups sit down together and work out a plan.'®
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Initial reaction up and down the Flint Hills wés encouraging. A stream of favorable editorials
appeared in newspapers. “Home on the Range” wrote the Emporia Gazette; “This Is the Time; This Is
the Place” came from the Wichita Eagle-Beacon; “Prairie Park’s Time Has Come” appeared in the
T‘opeka C;apitalJournal. The city councils of Strong City, Cottonwood Falls, Council Grove, and
Emporia endorsed the national monument idea. So did the chambers of commerce of Strong City and
Cottonwood Falls.. Klataske also made it clear that he would work diligently to obtain local consensus
before the Audubon Society would seek congressional action.'*”

By late February, however, resistance had begun to form once again, and local residents were
drifting into different camps. Ranchers expressed their opposition at >a “packed meeting” which was
followed the next day by a meeting “packed with supporters.” Communitybleaders and business owners
welcomed the loca_l economic boost that would come with tourism. Ranchers had no objection to the
Audubon Society purchasing the property, but they were skeptical about federal involvement. Some
ranchers were vﬁlling to accept a national monument in the park system if there were guarantees thaf no
moré Jland would be t_akeﬁ by eminent domain. Others just saw the proposal as an entering wedge, no '
matter what assurances were given. As a spokesman for the Kansas Livestock Association put it,
“There is jﬁst a deep-seated philosophy in the Flint Hills that the goveﬁlment should not own land.”*

While local residents began to take sides, the Flint Hills National Monument Committee began
prepaﬁng a legislative proposal that migixt fly. Chaired by attorney Lee Fowler, the committee
numbered more than thirty people, including owners of land adjoining the Z Bar and representatives
from the communities of Strong City, Cottonwood Falls, Council Grove, and Emporia. “The purpose
of the committee,” according to Fowler, “was to identify loéal concerns because there were a lot of
controversial issues at that timé.” The committee reviewed previous proposals for a tallgrass national
park and visited a number of national monuments. The goal was to draft a legislative proposal that

would alleviate fear among Flint Hills landowners that they would lose their farms and ranches. As
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stated by Fowler, “We were trying to include provisibns to help protect these people’s property in any

bills that came forward.”

After several meetings, the committee developed a proposal. When Fdwler forwarded the draft
b'ill to Rep. Glickman, he advised the congressman that “certain provisions” were considered by the
committee to be “sacred.” These provisions included “prohibiting the use of eminent domain” to
acquire additional lands or scenic easements and “protection of the local tax base.” To assure that local
residents and communities would be permaneﬁtly iftvolved in the management of the proposed
monument, the draft bill also contained a provision to establish a twenty-member édvisory committee,
explicitly directed to comprise two adjacent landowners and one non-rural resident of Chase County;
"one representative each from the governing bodies of Strong City, Cottonwood Falls, Council Grove,.
and Emporia; one representative éach from the Kansas Wildlife and Parks Department and the Kansas
State Hist9rica1 Society; one representative each from the Kansas Audubon Council or the Kansas
Wildlife Federation, the Kansas Chamber of Commerce and Industry, and the Kansas Livestock
Association; three experts in range management and animal scieﬁce from Kansas universities; a
representative of the governor’s office; and four members selected by the Secretary of the Interior.'?
Even though the Flint Hills National Monument Committee had addressed every concern
expressed by opponents, and newspapers throughout eastern Kansas endorsed the draft legislation
heartily, the Topeka Capital-Journal ﬁonctheless predicted that this was the beginning of “Range War
in Chase County'— 1980s Style....”"” The prediction proved to be accurate. In late April,
Congressman Glickman appeared beforé the House Appropriafions Subcommittee on Interior to request,
on behalf of the Kansas delegation, $50,000 to fund an NPS feasibility study. He cautiously noted that
the delegation was “not yet committed to support the actual creation of...a monument,” but they felt that

there was “enough interest in Kansas to warrant a feasibility study.”** Just a few days before he
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. spoke, however, the Kansas Grassroots Associafion notified his office that it had “recently reorganized
to actively and consistently oppose” turning the Z Bar Ranch into a prairie nationall monument.'”

Congress adjourned for the summer without appropriating funds for the feasibility st-udy, but |
early in September the NPS notified Glickman that it would fund the smdy out of its own budgef.126
With the announcement that the NPS would spend its own money, tension in Chase County increased.
The Wichita Eagle sent a reporter up to Strong City to gange local reactions. The story ranin a
Sunday edition with a photograph of five ranchers posed defiantly on the iawn of the Z Bar Ranch.
Such a provocative pﬁotograph lent emphasis to information buried in the article reporting that ﬁxe
Chase County Leader had stopped printing letters to the editor because there was just too much local
frustration over editorials that had appeared in newspapers throughéut the state “in favor of the
monument proposal without speaking to nearby ranchers.” In other words, while many local residents
were trying fo maintain civility and calm in the face of serious community divisions, the media seemed
to be playing up the controversy, making it rﬁuch harder to find common ground. People from both
sides who were willing to give statements to the press agreed on one thing: nothing had ever happened to
split the community worse.'”’

Randall Baynes, Superintendent of Homestead National Monument of America, led the team
assigned to the feasibility study. On Mgrch 23, 1990, when fhe study team traveled to Strong City for
a da'y-long “open house” in order to give local residents a chance to ask questions and make comments,
KGA representatives disrupted the proceedings. The local newspaper ran a headliné story describing
the grim details, which included day-long picketing, blgcﬁng access to thé meeting room, and
videotaping speakers who were perceived to be park supporters. A companion editorial chastised the
KGA for “making the issue of the national monument personal and in the érocess wounding and hurting
our community fbr a long time to come. Chase County h#s far more to fear from that,” the editorial

concluded, “than any national monument--or not.”'**
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Randall Baynes reported the event in a long letter to Congressman Glickman. After detailing
what had already been well-covered by the press, Baynes acknowledged that “despite repeated attempts,
the Service has been unable to convince local citizens that there currently is neither a Congressional
effort underway nor has legislation been introduced to establish a park in Chase County.” He further
nbted that the divisive issue was having a “profound” negative effect on the communities of Strong City
and Cottonwood Falls.'”

The KGA made no attempt to disruét a second meeting held in Cottonwood Falls on June 28,
but the Chase County Board of Education unémimously rejected an NPS request to use air-conditioned
school facilities. Nonetheless, about 100 supporters and opponents turned out to fill folding chairs set
up in the un—air—conditioned municipal building. Baynes and his study team came prepared to maintain
control of the meeting. They kept it short and responded only to questions written on cards handed out
to those who attended.' |

While the NPS finished its feasibility study, local adverséﬁes tried to find an acceptable
compromise. Directors of the Flint Hills Résource Conservation and Development organizatiqn
negotiated a six-member committee composed of three representatives from the Flint Hills National
Monument Committee and three from the KGA. The committee decided not to discuss its meetings

_publicly, but it was generally known that the central issue of debate was federal ownersixi_p of lar_ld.131
‘Positions on that issue, moreover, ha;i moved beyond compromise.
H.R. 2369: i991

In April 1991 the NPS completed its study, and Dan Glickman announced that he would

introduce legislation authorizing the NPS to acquire the Z Bar. His office compiled a list of

conservation and environmental groups that could “activate their memberships™ to support legislation

and began to line up people who would testify favorably at committee and public hearings. The Kansas
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Farm B\ireau, the Kansas Livestock Assdciation, and the Kansas Grassroots Ass-ociation immediately
announced that their opposition had not changed and would not change ™*

Glickman’s bill was in trouble before it was introduced. By late April, Glickman staffer
Myrmne Roe advised the congressman and the rest of the staff that the issue was “out of hand in Chase
County. We may have every newspaper in the state and all environmental groups,” she continued, “plus
.some eco devo folks for it, but it is not going to fly with the level of emotion of those against it primarily -
in that county.” Based on incoming reports suggesting that the emotional pitch in Chase County could
leadto violence, Roé suggested that the céngressman “back off” for awhile, shore up support among the
Kansas delegation, and let the media and environmental groups “put pressure on Chase to get with
it.713 |
| Congressman Glickman delayed introducing the bill until mid-May. In the meantime, it becamé
clear that support from the Kansas delegation WO!:lld not be unanimous. Reps. Jan Meyers [R] and Jim
Slattery [D] who, along with Glickman, represented eastern Kansas districts, maintained their support.
Rep. Dick Nichols [R], whose district included.tl_lé proposed park ared, remained undecided. Rep. Pat
Roberts, whose district lay in western Kansas, had “strong reservations.” Sen. Dole told the press that
he did not have a position, a statement that was interpreted to mean Dole would not support the bill
because Glickman had “upstaged the rest of the delega;tion” with his April announcement and because
Glickman was then considering a bid fo.r Dole’s Senate seat in 1992. Sen. Nancy Kas;sebaum gave the
press a non-committal statement expressing hope for an agreement that would satisfy both sides.” On
May .16, 1991, Glickman finally introduced the prairic monument bill with only two other members of
the Kansas delegation listed as co-sponsors: Jan Meyers and Jim Slattery. Nine other members of the
House also signed on as ;::o—sponsors.135

Hearings on H.R. 2369 were set for July 16 before the House Subcommittee on National Parks

and Public Lands. Before Glickman went to the hearing to give his own opening statement, his staff
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presented him with a copy of testimony that Denis Galvin, Associafe Director for Planning and
Development of the NPS, would give opposing the bill, along with prepared arguments for him to use in _
response to Galvin’s testimony. Opposition from the NPS was based on an assertion that the 11,000-
acre ranch was “not large enough to ensure successful management™ and that there had been no
“determination of the degree of natural or cultural significance.”'

The NPS’s sudden shift altered the politics of the situation substantially, but the hearings w"ent
on as scheduled. Glickman tried to mitigate the damage as best he could by pointing out that the bill
had been introduced because thé NPS"s own feasibility stuciy concluded that the ranch was of “sufficient
size and conﬁguration to afford adeqﬁate resource protection and provide sités for Qisitor facilities with
minimal intrusion of the landscape.” The study furthermore stated expliéitly that natural and cultural
resources had been evaluated and were considered to be of “prime significance.” For the record,
Glickman let it be known that the feasibility study had been approved “by all levels of the NPS
bureaucracy” and charged that this sudden and “total conversion of its position” was “one of the most
unusual incidents to ever come out of the NPS.”"

Oﬁgiﬁally, the subcommittee had planned only one hearing in Washington, D.C., but after the
NPS came out in opposition to the bill, the sixbcommiftee traveled to Emporia, Kansas, for a second
hearing on August 23rd. Both hearings produced little new information and no neW arguments, but they
did allow opponents and proponents to restate their positions for the official record. Among those
testifying in support of H.R. 2369 were Paul Pritchard, then-president of the National Parks and
Conservation Association and chairman of the National Park Trust; Ron Klataske, West Central
regional vice president of the National Audubon Society; attdmey Lee Fowler representing the Flint
Hills National Monument Committee, which drafted the bill; Dr. David Hartnett, associate professor of

biology at Kansas State University; and Dr. Sid Stevenson, assistant professor of recreation and park

management at Kansas State, who presented the results of a cost-benefit analysis he had recently
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completed showing the “benefit” to be 1.57 times greater than the “cost” based on seQeral economic
factors.'**

Among those speaking in opposition were Congressman Dick Nichols, who stated that his
constituents opposed the creation of a prairie national monument by a “2 to 1 margin”; Chuck
Magathan and Jim Mayo of the Kansas Grassroots Association; Paul Fleener, director of public affairs,
and Doyle D. Rahjes, president, Kansas Farm Bureau; Mike Beam for the Kansas Livestock
Association; James E. Link for th¢ National Cattlemen’s Association; Melinda Barrett, national
legislative representative for Kansas Agri-Women; and Dr. Scott Irwin, p'rofess-or of science and
environmental gciucation at Emporia State University.'*

Cutting through some of the emotionaliy chérged rhetoric, on both sides, was Rep. Pat Roberts,
who did ﬁot explicitly state tﬁat he was opposed to H.R. 2369, but did articulate clearly and conc.isely
the heart of the opposition’s message. Roberts noted that the Z Bar Ranch (and, by extension, other |
areas in the Flint Hills) was “attractive to both environmentalists and recreationalists because of the
stewardship that had been provided by the previous and current owners.” This was a poiﬁt on which
both sides had long agfeed, even if grudgingly. If, then, the “caring of the 7 Bar and (similar)
surrounding lands has been a way of life for the local residents, faﬁners, and ranchers,” Roberts
wondered, “[w]hy should the government come in and threaten this delicate balance?”'*

" Reducing the controversy t;> “agriculture v. environment,” as many people had done, masked
complex values and attitudes that park proponents outside Chase County oftén did not understand,
appreciate, or acknowledge. Flint Hills ranchers who opposed the monument did not assume, as did
many conservationists, that the National Park Service would be a better steward. Nor could they accept-
the proposition that hundreds of thousands of visitors annually, no matter how much money they
pumped into the local economy, would be more in harmony with the prairie ecology than the cattle that

grazed the hills. Granted, organized opponents all too often engaged in inflammatory anti-govemmeﬁt
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rhe'toric.’ Nonetheless, as Roberts pointed out in his remarks to the subcommittee, ranchers who lived in
Chase Couhty Were “justifiably fearful of ‘outsiders” wanting to take this property and make changes
that [would] dramatically change their land, their communities and eventually their lives and
livelihoods.”™ Moreover, when park proponents and park planners talked about interpreting the
cultural heritage of the Flint Hills, they implicitly thought in terms of Native Arf\ericans.who were long
gone and idealized images of nineteenth-century settlers whd established ranches, farms, and small
communities across the beautiful Flint Hills. The heritage envisioned for interpretive centers did not
extend conceptqally to the culture of their contentious descendants who placed high social and political
values on private ownership of land.

Roberts closed his remarks by noting that “Ké.nsans continue to wonder why the Z Bar was not
simply purchased by the enyironmental groups fighting so hard for the federal government to purchase
it "% This point was hard to refute in view of new developments. Early in July 1991 the Kansas Farm
Bureau, the Kansas Grassroots Association, and an un-named individual approached Boatm?.n’s Bank
about a private purchase of the Z Bar. Boatman’s informed the group that the ranch was not on the
market, and the prospective buyer was told to speak with Ron Klataske of the Audubon Society.
Agricultural opponents of the prairie monument proposal were immediately suspicioﬁs that “someone”
was “trying to control” the hearings in order “to assure a favorable outcome” for Glickman’s bill.'*

- After the July 16 hearing, Klataske took immediate steps to avoid a “political standoff from
evolving in the Kansas delegation.” He spoke with Assistant Secretary—Fish and Wildlife and Parks
Mike Hayden, a former governor of Kansas and a Republican, about Denis Galvin’s statement of NPS
opposition. Based on this di§cussion, Klataske relayed to Rei). Glickman as well as to Sens. Dole and |
Kassebaum that apparently whoever prepared the position statement “was not familiar with the ‘New

Area Feasibility Study’ prepared by [NPS], was not familiar with the property, and evaluated the
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proposed monument on the wrong basis.” He urged Glickman to continue working the bill in the House,
and all of them to provide leadership in order to avoid “another thirty years of unresolved conflict.”'**

| The Kansas delegation did get together for a mecting after thé July 16 hearing, during which
they agreed to keep discussing options, including private ownership or some sort of public-private

partnership.'¥

Meanwhile, Chase County commissioners voted 2-1 to study the feasibility of
purchasing the Z Bar for a éounty park and -dudc ranch. It was not a serious bid, but the move kept
local residents stirred up because the two commissioners votihg in favor of the measure said they would
suppbrt county condemnation of the property.'* Assistant Secretary of Inteﬁor Mike Hayden curiously
stood by NPS opposition and publicly “denied that partisan politics had any role in the decision.™*’
Controversy dragged on in the media, but as Giickman’s bill moved closer to a vote the momentum for
passagé gained strength. All the mainstream conservation .organizations backed it as did a host of
statewide organizations. In September the House Interior Committee approved the bill, and the House
of Representatives passed it in October."®

At aboﬁt this point, the legislative effort began to assume a life of its own. After thirty- years,
fhc momentum had finally shiﬁgd in favor of preserving a small portion of the Flint Hills prairie If'or.
public access. However, Sen. Dole was unwilling to support the propo.sal confained in Glickman’s bill.
Seﬁ. Kassebaum was philosophically supportive of some plan to establish a pa._rl_c._p_r_.preservé, but in
November sﬁe announced that she, too, would not introduce legislation authorizing the NPS to purchase
and manage the Z Bér. Ranch. After weighing various options, Kassebaum had decided that she “would
support the creation of a private foundation to purchase thé Z Bar....” A few days later, she announced
that she “would bring together tﬁe state’s various conservation and agriculture groups on December 9 to

discuss the creation of a private foundation....”*¥
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The “Kassebaum Commission”: December 1991-January 1994

From late 1991 to early 1994, Sen. Kassebaum worked with a group of individuals who were
selected to represent all the major concerns associated with establishing the Z Bar Ranch as the place
where a portion of the pfairie would be preserved. Kassebaum’s November 1993 announcement
followed private discussiong with farm groups and a firm belief that if representatives from opposing
sides could be brought togef.her, rational minds would prevail to create a mutually accéptable proposal
for preserving the Z B_ar Ranch under private ownership.”“ Leaders of tﬁe Kansas Farm Bureaﬁ, the
Kansas Livestock Association, and the Kansas Grassroots Association agreed to work with her to find
or create a private entity to acquire the Z Bar. Realizing that the House bill had little chance of making
it through the Senate without fche support of Sens. Kassebaum or Dole, but that Sen. Kassebaum
nonétheless was going to f:ontinue the search for a workable solution, all parties began to give a little
ground,'”!  After a two-hour, closed-door meeting that took place in December at Wichita State
University, Kassebaum told the press she was “encouraged byr reaction to her proposal,” which was that
a seven-member board be formed, representing agriculture, conservatioh, a:;d local community interests,
to “work together to preserve the property.” Representatives from opposing sides of the issue were less
sanguine about the prospects for working together, but they agreed to go along with the proposal for the
time being.lls2 |

The proposal actually began to take shape' when Kassebaum convened a meeting in January
1992_ at the Z Bar Ranch. The group she assémbled agreeci to create a private foundation with a twelve-
member board of trustees. The board would raise private funds to purchase the ranch and developa
plan for managing the land and interpreting its natural and cultural resources. The agreement mirrored
all the stipulations that the Flint Hills Monument Committee had written into draft legislation except
 that the land would be privately owned. Membership in the boafd of trustees was structured so that the

seven members of the Kansas congressional delegation appointed nine of the twelve trustees, with the

42



other three appointed by the governor, the city coupcils of Strong City and Cottonwood Falls (jointly),
and the Chase County Board of Commissioners. The structure deliberately avoided recreating the old
| divisions." By mid-April the board of trustees had been named, and everyone expected the new
foundation, which did not have a name yet, to get down to work."* However, during the next few
months the commission actually accomplished little more than “housekeeping details™ and choosing
stationery,. according to trustee Lee Fowler. By the end of the year, the commission, which was now
officially Spring Hill Z Bar Ranch, Inc., still had not begun to raise money or develop a management
plan, and park proponents were impatient with the board’s lack of progress and lack of visibility.'™
Shortly after the 1992 presidential election, which brought Democrat Bill Clinton into the White
House, Glickman announced that he would reintroduce his bill if the Spring Hill Z Bar Ranch board did
not begin to make progress.’*® He reiterated his intent the following May after a meeting with Bruce
Babbitt, the new Secretary of the Interior, who gave a statement to the press endorsing a tallgrass
prairie park in the Flint Hills."” A few weeks latﬁ;r Sen. Kassebaum’s aide, Mike Horak, reported to
key board members on a critical meeting with Denis Galvin of the NPS. With a changé in political
administrations, the NfS was once again supportive of a prairie park concept. According to Galvin, the
NPS “very much” wanted to have the Z Bar Ranch “affiliated” with the NPS and was willing to be
- *flexible” in working out the details of an “affiliate relationship.” The only type of relationship that.
Galvin ruled out was one that would relegate the NPS “to merely run[ning] a visitors center and a few
acres around the ranch building.™**
~ Within two weeks, the board adopted a consent agreement with the NPS that provided for NPS

to operate and manage the ranch with appropriate interpfetive and educational programs focused on the
natural history of the prairie and the cultural history of Native Americans and ranching in the Flint Hills
region. Under terms of the agreement, the board committed to raising $5 million wifhin two years in

159

order to purchase the ranch.” Now that 2 management agreement and a fund-raising schedule were in -
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place, the Spriné Hill Z Bar board approached Boatxnen;s Trust Company with a purchase proposal.
Six months of negotiations followed, including a personal meeting between Sen. Kassecbaum and the
president of Boatmen’s Bank. In the end, the bank stipulated a firm purchase price -that was fifteen
percent above the $3.9 million appraised fair market value. Officially, the board rejected Boatmen’s
asking price, but a disappointed Kassebaum concluded that the bank never intended to sell the ranch to
Spring Hill Z Bar Ranch, Inc.'® In a message to Kansans through the Topeka Capital-Journal, |
Kassebaum responded that it was “unfortunate, and deeply disappointing, that Boatmen’s waited two
years to make its own position clear.”"

In retros;;ect, Fowler noted tha.t.“even though the Kassebaum Commission failed in its ultimate
goal, it actually succeeded because it provided the metamorphosis from ‘we can’t do this,’ to ‘yes, we
can.” What happened in the Kassebaum Commission that was extremely important was thz}t evcrybddy
signed on board, including_the Kansas Livestock Associatidn and the Kansas Farm Bureau, [agreeing]
that it was okay for ;1 private nonprofit organization to own the property.”'®® Kassebaum concurred
with this asses_smé_nt of the commission. “It accomplished bringing the diverse voices to the table, and
they could be just as vei\ement 6n one side as the other.” In the end, although Spring Hill Z Bar Ranch,
Inc. did not get the property; “it put in motion the process that did enable [the preserve] to come to
fruition.”'® | |
Convergence: 1994-1996

. The ranch, moreover, was still for sale to the right buyer and under the right terms. Amid
speculation that Kassebaum’s group and Boatmen’s might still work out a deal, the National Park Trust
(NPT) entered the field of prospective buyers. As the Audubon Society’s option began to run out, Ron
Klataske approached the NPT and asked this group to become involved. The NPT, formed by the

- National Parks and Conservation Association in 1983 to function as a nonprofit land trust, thus began

negotiating a separate deal with Boatman’s Bank.'® By late February 1994, negotiations were far
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- enough along that Paul Pritchard, chairman of the board, circulated a confidential memorandum
requesting that board members and others privy to the negotiations divulge only limited information
until an official announcement could be released.'® The official announcement, which came a few days
later on March 4th, revealed that the NPT had agreed to raise $4.7 million by the end of June in order to
meet the bank’s asking price. The NPT’s plan was to‘ keep the ranch in private ownership and enter into
an “affiliate reiationship” with the NPS to operate the ranch as a unit of the national park system. Sen.
Kassebaum and Rep. Glickman issued companion press releases on the same day apprbving of the
agreement.'®®

- Sec_:retary of the Interior Babbitt toured the ranch in April while the NPT and the NPCA worked
~ out arrangements for purchasing the ranch. His trip, on which Gov. Joan Finney acc§mpanied him,
appeared to be for the purpose of gauging local reaction to the impending purchasé. Babbitt issued a ‘
cautious statement to the press saying that he was “not ready to endorse any particular plan to
incorporé.te the 11,000 acre ranch into [the national park] system.” Gov. Finney also was “not yet
prepared to endorse a course of action for the Z Bar.” '

The NPT and NPCA completed the purchase early in June 1994, and a delegation from both

organizations traveled to Strong City to celebrate with Chase Countians on the grounds surfounding the

Z Bar’s 1880s stone ranch buildings.'®

The following August, Sen. Kassebaum convened a crucial
meeting of the Kansas delegation with Secretary of Interior Bruce Babbitt and Paul Pritchard to discuss
“in v-ery candid fashion” the National Park Service’s land management role and what sort of federal
ownership was necessary in order for the Department of the Interior to éstablish management authority.
The feasibility of a partnership that would satisfy all interests was at stake in this meeting, and the
intensity of discussion, as reported by those who were present, reflects as much. After the discussion

“sort of went round and round,” according to former Senator Kassebaum, Congressman (now Senator)

Pat Roberts reportedly focused attention squarely on the point of how many acres the Department of the
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Interior needed to own in order to support legislation. The meeting ended with no final answer to that
question, but shortly thereafier, Secretary Babbitt notified Kassebaum’s office that 180 acres was the
minimum needed under federal ownership. '%

With this agreement struck, the Kansas vdelegation introduced corﬁpanion bills to create a
Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve on the Spring Hill Z Bar Ranch, éllowing j;he NPS to purchase a
core area of 180 acres includ:ing the ranch buildings. a_nd the Fox Creek School. The “preserve”
designation was one that allowed the National Park Service greater land management flexibility to carry
out the proposed public-private partnership. Glickman’s House bill was co-sponsored by Reps. Jan
Meyers, Jim Slattery, and Pat Roberts. Késsebaum’s Senate bill was co-sponsored by Sen. Bob Dole.
H.R. 5000 and S. 2412, introduced during the second session of the 103rd Congress, marked the first
time the full Kansas congressional delegation had ever supported legislation to create a prairie- park in
Kansas.'”

ﬁe campaign was not quite over, however. The Kansas Farm Bureau immediately objected to
the provision authorizing federal purchase of _the 180-acre ranch_headéuarters area on the basis that it
would “open the door to future land acquisitions.””" Glickman had hoped for a speedy passage through
both houses, but the Farm Bureau mounted one last effort, pressing the Kansas delegation to drop the
' provision guthorizing NPS acquisition of 180 acres. This time, however, there would be no entering
wedge to split the Congressional delegation. Still, by late September neither the House nor the Senate
had scheduled hearings, and the 103rd Cox'lgress was about to adjourn. The November elections
brought another setback when Republicans captured control of Congress. This political shift directly
éﬁ'ected the Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve legislative effort because conservative Republican Todd
Tiahrt managed an upset victory to win Dan Glickman’s seat in the House, and Republican Sam
‘Brownback replaced Democrat Jim Slattery, who retired from the House. It was not immediateiy clear

whether either or both of the freshmen congressmen would support legislation in the 104th Congress.'™
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Meanwhile, the NPT and the NPCA kept moving forward.'” Having depleted cash reserves
and taken on a conventional bank mortgage in order to pay the purchase price, the organizations had a
major fund-raising effort in front of them. That effort lightened early in 1995 when Texas multi-
millionaire Edward Bass contributed $1 million to the park effort and paid $2 million, in advance, for a
35-year grazing lease on the Z Bar Ranch, '™

The agreement ‘between Baés and the NPT seemed ;co smooth the way for Sen. Kassebaum to
reintroduce legislation. So did the hiring of Barbara Zurhellen as NPT’s on-site person at the ranch.
Zurhellen, whose official title was Director of Interpretation, was charged with the task of building trust
and credibility in tﬁe local community. Her “mission” was “to humanize the project, because it was
controversial, because there was a lot of mistrust and skepticism.” She did this by becoming “very
involved in the community,” starting an open house program that gave many locql residents their first
opportunity to set foot in thg ranch buildings, developing a volunteer program, and generally being “a
géod neighbor.”” |

The bill. that finally passed into law was the product of intense cooperation between Mike
Horak, Kassebaum’s communications director; Laura Loomis, legislative representative for the NPCA;
and Linda Potter, legislative affairs specialist for the NPS.'” Senate Bill 695, introduced in April, was
co-sponsored by Sen. Dole. Reps. Pat Roberts and Jan Meyers introduced a companion bill, HL.R. 1449
in the House. The bills limited the NPS to ownership of 180 acres, to be acquired by donation, with no
furthér expansion permitted.'”” The Farm Bureau kept up.its lobbying effort in order to remove the
pfovision allowing the NPS to own 180 acres, but Sen. Doie, whom they continued to hope would
become an opposition lgader, quietly maintained his support for the bill \;vithout getting involved in
actual negotiations. In addition, Dan Glickman, recently confirmed as Secretafy of Agriculture, did

what he could to solidify Democratic support.'™
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Once again, however, the bill was stalled, this time mifed in congressional debate over scores of
park and land bills. Early in March 1996, Kassebaum succeeded in attaching the Tallgrass Prairie
National Preserve bill to a parks package bill that included sixty park measures. The package bill,
which passed the House, got bogged down in the Senate with partisan controversy over a provision to
set aside two million acres in Utah as wilderness but, in return, open up another twenty million actes of
federal land to ranching, mining, and other development. After the Senate failed to break a Democratic
filibuster on the comprehensive parks bill, led by Sen. Bill Bradley, Kassebaum announced she would
push the Z Bar bill separately.'”

Intense negotiations and lobbying By many groups forced the Senate to work out -partisan
differences m order to keep the comprehensive parks bill alive, Finally, in early May, the Senate
unanimously approved a negotiated bill. It then went to a House-Senate conference c.ommittee where it
faced further opposition from the Clinton administration, which demanded that dozens of “pork barrel”
provisions be removed. The Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve was not among them. In late |
September, the House finally passed a scaled-back version, which then went back to the Senate. After a
year of back-and-forth partisan negotiations, poliﬁcal pressure from constituents in a presidential
election year forced Congress to pass legislation. The Senate voted unanimously o.n October 4, one .
‘month before the general elestion, to-approve the massive parks bill, which affected a total of 113 sites
in 41 states.'®™® President Clinton signed the Omnibus Parks and Public Lands Management Act into
law at a highly publicized Oval Office ceremony on November 12, 1996

| Throughout the negotiations, the Tailgrass Prairie National Preserve provisions remained intact.
Officially, the présérve is authorized under Subtitle A of Title X, Miscellaneous, of P.L. 104-333. It
permits the NPS to acquire not more than 180 acres by donation and to maﬁage the preserve in
. conjunction with the propérty owner, central provisions reflecting the compromises that led to

successful legislation. Title X of P.L. 104-333 also established 2 thirteen-member Tallgrass Prairie
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National Preserve Advisory Committee to be appointed by the. Secretary of the Interiox;. The
committee’s mandated composition also reflects the diversity of concerns and interests involved in
reaching compromise. Its members must include three representatives of the NPT; three representatives
of local landowners, cattle ranchers or other agricultural interests; three representé.tives of conservation
or historic preservation interests; one person ¢ach recommended by the Chase County Commission,
Strohg City and Cottonwood Falls officials, and the Governor of Kansas, and one range management
specialist representing Kansas institutions of higher education. As mandated by law and chartered in
September 1997, the committee’s role is to advise the NPS on matters “concerning the development,
management, and intemreﬁtion of the Preserve, including timély advice during the preparation of the
general management plan for the Preserve.”*
Conclusion

Without exception, everyon_e. who was involved in the legislative effort credits Sen. Nancy
Kassebaum as the key to success. She, in turn, points out that others, particularly Dan Glickman, Eob
Dole, and Pat Roberts played equally critical roles; and Mike Horak reflectively observes thzit, in the
final years, no one really did anything different from those who had been fighting fifty years for a .
tallgrass prairie park 6r preserve. Kassebaum, however, “saw this as a real opportunity to do
s.omething special for the State of Kansas,” and cons!equentlywqe%n thought of giving up. She “wanted
to sée if it was feasible to acquire [the ranch] privately” and she saw that the NPS had the ability to
interpret the preserve professionally, and “she was pleased that a conservation group was involved in
the project.”® | |

The result is a public-private partnersﬁip that places land management responsibility in the
collective hands of interests that embrace fundamentally different views on the nature of land

stewardship. On the one hand, there are those who are philosophically inclined to equate good

stewardship with land ownership by an entity created to serve the greater public good. On the other,
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there are those who see no inherent contradiction between good land stewardship and land use for
private economic benefit. Even so, all interests are finally and positively committed to working through
these differences in order to create a place that protécts an important grassland ecosystem and interprets
the complex evolution of land use in the Flint Hills.

According to NPS landscape architect John Sowl, the legislative solution that various
cooperating entities must now implement reflects “a real effort on the part of the NPS and other groups
to try and get some answers up front and identify some concerns and to try and include those in the
planning aspects, so that we can be sensitive to those concerns and needs and yet sensitive to the needs
of the cultural and natural resources.”® Still, Senator Kassebaum points out that “as we work through
the management plan... I think we are all beginning to realize that it’s terrisly important how these
partnerships are put together. It isn’t as easy as it might look on paper.”'®® While the Tallgrass Prairie
National Preserve can become a model for successful public-private partnerships in the natiqnal park
syStem, the general management plan must address land use issues on which there are contrasting, and
potentially divisive, points of view, such as the question of whether to reintroduce bisqn. Additionally,
an unretired mortgage on the property presents land ownership issues that must be resolved. For these
reasons, Kassebaum emphasizes that the Tallgrass Prairie Nétional Pfeserye is “still a work in

progress.”
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Endnotes

Note on Sources and Citation Abbreviations

Duncan Papers KU = Patricia DuBose Duncan Collection, MS 535, Spencer Library,
University of Kansas, Lawrence, Kansas.

Duncan Papers TPNP = photographs and correspondence collected by Patricia DuBose Duncan
and donated to the Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve, located at the NPS office in
Cottonwood Falls, Kansas.

Glickman Papers = Papers of Dan Glickman, U.S. Representative, MS 97-05, Department of
Special Collections, Ablah Library, Wichita State University, Wichita, Kansas.

Harpers Ferry Center = Unprocessed materials, 1937-1988, from a variety of collections
housed at Anthony Library, Harpers Ferry National Historic Park, Harpers Ferry,
West Virginia.

Kassebaum Papers = Papers of Nancy Landon Kassebaum, U.S. Senator 1979-1998,
Collection No. 298, Kansas State Library and Archives, Kansas History Center,
Topeka, Kansas. At the time of research, a preliminary inventory was available, but
the collection was still unprocessed and stored off-site. KSHS archivists located some
pertinent materials, but conversations with Senator Kassebaum and her former Senate
aide, Mike Horak, indicate that considerably more material on the TPNP is located
somewhere in the collection.

NPS Office of Park Planning = NPS Office of Park Planning and Special Studies, 1849 C St.,
NW, Washington, D.C. Various subject files contain a wide variety of materials
. pertinent to the TPNP, 1986-1997, as well as the effort to establish a prairie park in
Oklahoma.

NPS reports are identified by regional office of origination, when known. Reference to the U.S.
Department of the Interior has been omitted from footnotes.

TPNP Administrative Papers = Administrative Papers of the Tallgrass Prairie National
Preserve, housed at the National Park Office of the Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve,
located at Cottonwood Falls, Kansas. This collection contains a wide variety of
materials, 1958-1996, assembled by TPNP Superintendent Steve Miller and the late

- Randall Baynes, former superintendent of Homestead National Monument of America.
Baynes served as team leader for the 1990-1991 special resource study; Miller was a
member of the team. '

Wichita Eagle, Wichita Beacon, and Wichita Eagle-Beacon. Until 1989, Wichita’s principal
daily newspaper published morning and evening editions, which underwent several
minor name changes. Generally speaking, until 1989 the Eagle title pertained to the
morning paper, Beacon pertained to the evening edition, Eagle-Beacon to combined
editions. From September 3, 1989 to the present, the newspaper, published once daily,
has been called The Wichita Eagle. '
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¥ The ambivalence toward the plains and prairies that is expressed in contrasting images of “desert” and

" “garden” is explored in several essays that appear in Jmmages of the Plains: The Role of Human Nature in
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“nature writing” treatments of the same phenomenon, see John Madson, Where the Sky Began (Ames: Towa
State University Press, 1995, rev. ed.) and Ian Frazier, Great Plains (New York: Penguin Books, 1989). Except
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South Dakota, Platt in Oklahoma, and Sully’s Hill in North Dakota. NPS officials considered them to be “pork-
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